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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study is to investigate some of the 
factors which affect the interactive process between students and 
teachers. A primary concern of this study is to examine the setting 
in which student-teacher interaction takes place. The chief concern 
is the effect ability grouping practices have on this interaction.
Basically, the argument is being made that ability grouping 
practices influence the students' perception of teacher expectations 
in a differential manner. Students in slow classes are viewed as 
seeing the teachers' expectations for them as low, while students 
in average classes see the expectations as higher, and students in 
fast classes see the teachers' expectations as highest for them. Also 
it is argued that these expectations are a form of evaluation by the 
teachers of the students. Using a symbolic-interactionist perspective, 
the expectations are seen as influencing the students' self-concepts.
The influence of the teachers on the students' self-concepts, it is 
hypothesized, is strongly influenced by the setting in which.the inter­
action takes place. To investigate the hypothesized effects of ability 
grouping, two forms of student-teacher interaction are examined. One 
form is the teachers' influence on students' self-concepts. The second 
form is the students' perception of teacher expectations.
Data were collected through the use of surveys measuring these 
two items for high school seniors in English classes, and from school 
files on the students. The data were analyzed using analysis of var­
iance, regression analysis, and correlation . techniques.
The results suggest the teacher is not significantly related to 
students' perception of teacher expectations as hypothesized, but is 
significantly related to students' self-concepts. This relation was 
not expected. It was expected that the influence of the ability grouping 
was more important than the influence of the individual teacher. The 
findings indicate there is an inverse rather than direct relationship 
between ability grouping and female students' perception of teacher 
expectations. A possible intervening variable influencing these results 
may be race, since females in slow classes are usually Black while 
females in the fast classes are usually White. The findings also indi­
cate there is a direct relationship between ability grouping and GPA.
Due to a poor sample size, the attempt to examine the setting in 
which student-teacher interaction takes place was generally unsuccess­
ful. The findings do indicate that ability grouping practices are 
strongly influenced by the individual teacher.
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ABILITY GROUPING PRACTICES AS DETERMINANT 
OF STUDENT-TEACHER INTERACTION
Introduction
The following paper is a thesis concerned with some of the 
factors which may affect student-teacher interaction in the classroom. 
The thesis is in partial fulfillment of the requirements of the 
College of William and Mary for a Master of Arts degree in Sociology. 
The theoretical orientation of the thesis is structuralist in the 
sense that the high school is viewed as a complex organization and the 
explanations for the behavior of the students and teachers are sought 
in patterned activities of the school, and not in characteristics of 
the individuals. The orientation is also symbolic interactionist in 
the sense that the development of the self-concept is viewed as a 
continuing process, and the expectations of others are seen as being 
important to alter.
There are two types of student-teacher interaction which will 
be examined. The first relationship is that of teachers! influence on 
students' self-concepts. Self-concept is viewed as a process which is 
developed through interaction with significant others. Students are 
constantly interacting with a set of potentially significant others 
whose opinions, expectations, and evaluations they receive, evaluate, 
and may incorporate into their self-concept depending on the 
importance and nature of the evaluations.
The second type of student-teacher interaction is the students' 
perception of teacher expectations for them. Teacher expectation is
2
the teacher's evaluation of the student's ability and willingness to 
meet certain academic and behavioral criteria, such as getting good 
grades. These expectations may be communicated verbally, nonverbally, 
or both ways. If the teacher is a significant other to a student, 
such expectations should affect his self-concept.
A primary concern of this thesis is to examine the setting in 
which this student-teacher interaction takes place. Specifically, the 
setting is viewed in terms of various ability groups a student may be 
placed in. Ability grouping is the practice of classifying pupils 
"for the purpose of forming instructional groups having a relatively 
high degree of similarity in regard to certain factors that affect 
learning [ Goldberg, Passow, 6c Justman, 1966, p. 2 ]."
Statement of Problem
The question of ability grouping is highly controversial. The 
controversy centers around whether or not such grouping practices 
actually benefit students. There are extensive arguments on both 
sides of the question--each buttressed by research that extends as 
far back as the early 1930s. Basically, the question revolves around 
the argument that students in homogeneous classes can be given the 
special attention which they need to achieve academically. Opponents 
of ability grouping contend that the special attention is either not 
advantageous or. that it is harmful to the student academically, 
psychologically and socially.
This research deals with the interaction which takes place 
between the student and the teacher in terms of self-concept and
4student perception of teacher expectations. The primary concern is to 
test hypothesized relationships between self-concept and ability 
grouping, student perception of teacher expectations, sex, individual 
teacher, and race. The purpose of this research is to investigate 
some of the factors which affect the interactive process between 
student and teacher.
The school chosen for study is one which is becoming charac­
teristic of schools in urban areas of America. Cicourel and Kitsuse 
(1963) in their book, The Educational Decisionmakers, sought an 
"atypical" school because they felt a study of a typical school might 
be out of date by the time it was published. They selected Lakeshore 
High School "which incorporates the most advanced developments in 
educational theory and practice . . .  a large comprehensive high 
school . . . [ Cicourel & Kitsuse, 1963, p. 23 ]." The school chosen
for this thesis is very similar to Lakeshore in that they both have 
highly developed counseling systems and curriculums organized around 
ability grouping practices. Also, both are located in suburban areas 
and are bureaucratically organized. The major difference between the 
two schools is that Ferguson High School has recently been integrated 
to serve both Blacks and Whites, and all income groups. Cicourel and 
Kitsuse sought a school which would be typical in the future. The 
integration of Ferguson adds another dimension which will most likely 
characterize future schools.
In this setting, research was carried out in November of 1971. 
In order to best understand how ability grouping can determine
student-teacher interaction, it is necessary to review two important 
bodies of literature on ability grouping and self-concept.
Review of the Literature on 
Ability Grouping
Gardner, Secretary of the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare during President Kennedy's administration, wrote in 1960: 
"Education is essential not only to individual fulfillment, but also 
to the vitality of our national life [ Eash, 1961 ]." Bettelheim 
notes that a great deal of interest in the public schools of America 
was generated with the launching of the Russian Sputnik in 1957 
(Bettelheim, 1958). There were, fears that the educational system of 
America had let the country down to such an extent that the United 
States was no longer the leader in education, technology, and 
science. With this outpouring of concern for education, especially 
education of the gifted (those who could help the United States catch 
up with the Russian advancements) came the resurrection of the 
controversy over ability grouping (Bettelheim, 1958).
The practice of grouping students according to their ability 
can be traced back to 1867 when Harris systematically began grouping 
students in Saint Louis (Goldberg, Passow, & dustman, 1966). The 
practice spread to a number of other areas, but was not widespread 
until the late 1920s. Actually, the practice reached a peak in the 
late 1920s and began to decline, at least in part, due to the findings 
and misgivings of a number of researchers (Keliker, 1962). Then, as 
now, the practice elicited a good deal of comment. In 1932, Billet,
6in a review, stated: "'no plan, method, or device for reaching the
individual through class instruction has evoked more words written or 
spoken . . . 1 " in the last ten years (Goldberg, Passow, & Justman,
1966, p. 1). By 1940 most of the interest and research into ability 
grouping had declined. This decline in interest and research was 
not an indication that research findings were such that the question 
was settled. "Wyndham had noted that the 'first general impression 
one gains from these studies is that, granted their unequal experi­
mental significance, they raise more issues than they settle1 
[ Goldberg, Passow, &c Justman, 1966, p. 17 ] .11 There does not appear 
to be a specific reason for the decline of ability grouping practices 
other than such programs did not provide all the rewards that were 
at first expected (Borg & Prpich, 1966).
The renewed interest in ability grouping was not based on 
new research findings. Eskstrom’s 1959 review of the literature 
indicated that "fifteen [ studies ] found no differences, five found 
grouping detrimental and five gave it mixed results [ Goldberg, Passow, 
& Justman, 1966, p. 8 The research in the area of ability
grouping was such that it did not settle the issue one way or another. 
There were a number of advantages that, aided the renewed acceptance of 
the practice. Teachers tended to accept grouping as being basically 
good for all students (Borg, 1966b). Teachers tended to see grouping 
as aiding them in the classroom by reducing the range of differences, 
which reduced the need for several presentations of the material on 
different levels for the same classroom of students. Ability grouping
7was also accepted since teachers felt that it aided them in dealing 
with student behavior in the classroom (Howard, 1966).
In addition, renewed acceptance of ability grouping was 
based in part on increased acceptance of standardized testing
programs, especially Intelligence Quotient and achievement scores.
The interest in finding talented students so special training could 
be given to them also aided the acceptance of ability grouping 
(Bettelheim, 1958).
Franseth notes that there are a number of assumptions which 
are made when a school decides to group the students by ability:
(1) grouping is desirable and possible, (2) measuring instruments 
for grouping are accurate, (3) learning ability is not phasic, but 
steady, (4) speed in learning is the most important aspect of 
■learning, (5) reduction of the range of ability increases learning 
capacity, and (6) ability grouping does no harm to students' attitudes, 
self-concepts, or intelligence (Franseth, 1962). When speaking of 
the desirability of any grouping program it is worth noting that 
most studies look at ability grouping from a value-oriented 
viewpoint. "In analyzing the research findings, it is imperative 
to recognize that the research must be related to a particular 
value orientation [ Eash, 1961 ]." This is true to the extent that
often researchers start out with a particular point of view and 
attempt to prove it correct. In the conclusion of one research
project, the results were presented with the statement "any such 
appraisal of the two grouping treatments depends to a considerable 
degree upon the value system of the person making the appraisal 
[ Borg, 1966a, p. 90 ]."
There is widespread acceptance of the value that education is 
to help the individual develop to his maximum potential and to help 
the individual become an upstanding citizen, participating and 
protecting the democratic heritage (Schafer, Olexa, 6c Polk, 1970). 
There are other value judgments which educators and the public in 
general make which are not necessarily so universally accepted. These 
values would include such ideas as it is not right to keep the bright 
children from progressing because of the slower children, mixing of 
races in schools lowers the quality of the school in general, it is 
harmful to the slower student to be competing with brighter students, 
et cetera (Daniels, 1966).
The measuring instruments which are used to form grouping 
based on ability are usually assumed to be accurate. Intelligence 
tests are often the foundation for ability grouping programs (Keliker, 
1962). Intelligence Quotient (IQ) tests are not intended to be 
"culture free" tests in the sense that they measure innate ability 
of individuals. Most IQ tests are actually scholastic ability tests, 
with scholastic ability emphasizing "those skills which are among the 
most important in our society for getting a good job and moving up to 
a better one . . . [ Coleman, 1966 ]." A number of criticisms of
9the IQ tests center around the argument that the tests only measure 
some aspects of intelligence (Thomas & Thomas, 1965). In addition to 
the concerns about the IQ tests themselves, there is a good deal of 
concern over the timing in administering these tests.
One of the chief concerns over the timing of these IQ tests 
is that some people feel that learning ability is not a steady growth 
process, but rather is phasic (Franseth, 1962). There is a special 
concern for the testing carried out in the primary grades. The 
increasing acceptance of nongraded primary schools is based on the 
idea that learning ability is not a steady growth process (Goodlad, 
1962; Hamilton, 1962). With systems that are ability grouped from 
the first grade upward, the individual who does not appear "promising'' 
may be placed in a slower group, which in itself may prevent him from 
advancing in later grades. So long as there is a system of 
reevaluation, this situation may not be critical; however, there is 
evidence to indicate that once a child is placed in a particular 
group, he tends to stay there (Ekstrom, 1959).
The assumption that speed in learning is an important 
characteristic is centered around the idea that a student should move 
through the material and the grades as fast as possible (Hoover, 1968). 
The student who is able to move, on to more difficult material but 
cannot do so because of slower classmates becomes bored and then 
disruptive, according to some researchers and man}' classroom teachers 
(Jones, 1966). There are others who question this assumption, seeing 
the boredom as an indication of anxiety (Bettelheim, 1958). Some
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researchers question whether speed of learning is an indication of 
understanding of the material covered (Thomas & Thomas, 1965).
The assumption that reduction in range of ability increases 
learning capacity is the very foundation of the grouping practice 
(Crescibeni, 1967). This assumption centers around an increased 
learning opportunity for all ability levels (Millmand & Frerichs, 1967.)- 
The arguments supporting the assumption chiefly center around the 
idea that the students' special needs can be met when the students 
are grouped. In addition to meeting the students' special needs, 
there is the feeling that the presence of others with different 
abilities reduces the opportunities for the students to learn 
(Campbell, 1967). Teachers note that it is easier to teach homo­
geneous classes--that is, they have a favorable attitude to grouping 
programs (Douglas, 1966).
The final assumption listed by Franseth is that grouping has 
no harmful effects on students' attitudes, self-concepts, or 
intelligence. Arguments are presented which indicate that 
heterogeneous grouping can have harmful effects on students since 
they are forced to compete with brighter students (Cleveland &
Bosworth, 1967). Other researchers have noted that homogeneous 
grouping has serious effects on the individual, especially those 
in low ability tracks (Mann, 1960; Willig, 1966). In addition, 
evidence is presented that higher ability students are not greatly 
harmed by heterogeneous grouping, but that lower ability students are 
substantially improved by the association (Jones, 1966).
11
The assumptions upon which ability grouping is based are not 
without controversy. For each assumption there are a number of 
supportive and a number of critical research reports. Perhaps a more 
meaningful manner of looking at the question of ability grouping is to 
look at the criteria upon which ability grouping is based. The most 
important factor is IQ score (Keliker, 1962). Neither adjusting for, 
dismissing, nor ignoring important limitations inherent in the 
measuring device, the IQ score is used for most students. In addition 
to the IQ score, if the child is entering a grouped primary system, a 
reading readiness test may be administered. For students further into 
their schooling, various types of achievement tests are administered, 
such as the Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (STEP) (Coleman, 
1966). For grouping in the high schools, there are other factors such 
as student interests, teachers' comments, parents' desires, and the 
counselor's recommendations (Cicourel & Kitsuse, 1963). In addition, 
there are factors which are not officially listed but which, in fact, 
do affect the grouping process. These factors include socioeconomic 
status, race, and school conduct (Schafer, Olexa, & Polk, 1970).
There are indications that these nonschool related factors may have a 
greater influence in grouping than do such factors as IQ scores.
Pearl rather bluntly states: '"special ability classes,'
'basic track,' or 'slow learner classes' are various names for another 
means of systematically denying the poor adequate access to education 
[ Schafer, Olexa, & Polk, 1970 Yates and others note that it is
important to recognize that "school organization tends to reflect the
12
divisions that exist in the society as a whole [ Yates, 1966 ]." A 
number of studies in Great Britain indicate that streaming (grouping 
students by ability) is based on socioeconomic considerations as 
well as other factors. The grouping practices in Great Britain in 
conjunction with their overall school system tend to make second 
class citizens out of those students who do not get into the upper 
streams in their early school years (Daniels, 1966; Dockrell, 1966).
In the United States, grouping is also based on socioeconomic 
considerations; this tends to support the findings in England and 
other parts of Europe (Coleman, 1966). "Children from higher social 
.strata usually enter 'higher quality1 groups and those from lower 
strata, the 'lower ones' [ Schafer, Olexa, & Polk, 1970 ]." Douglas 
.points out when students of similar ability but of different social 
j.classes are put in different streams, those in the upper socioeconomic 
.group are likely to excel.
Once there [ i n  the upper ability groups ] they are likely 
to stay and to improve performance in succeeding years. This 
is in striking contrast to the deterioration noticed in those 
children of similar initial measured ability who were placed in 
lower streams. In this way the validity of the initial 
selection appears to be confirmed by the subsequent performance 
of the children [ Goldberg, Passow, & Justman, 1966'].
This improved performance may be credited to longer periods of 
schooling, "better facilities, and equipment, more highly qualified 
teachers," and higher teacher expectations (Yates, 1966). In a
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sense, then, the separation becomes a "self-fulfilling prophecy, 
rather than a vindication of the practice [ Yates, 1966 ]." A number 
of authors have pointed out that the practice of grouping may be a 
self-fulfilling prophecy whereby students are labeled less able, 
therefore receive less qualified teachers and less attention. The 
students are not expected to perform very well, and are grouped with 
other students labeled "less able" so that the student comes to 
meet these expectations whether he is of lew ability or not (Schafer, 
Olexa, & Polk, 1970).
In the United States, grouping centers around not only 
socioeconomic considerations but racial and ethnic ones as well. 
Integration of school systems is often only consolidation of the 
physical plants, since minority groups are in lower tracks and whites 
are in other tracks. The stated reason for this policy is that the 
students scored poorly on the standardized tests. Leaving aside 
the arguments concerning the lack of suitability of giving 
standardized tests to minority groups, it is important to note that 
such a policy puts students in noncollege tracks where their training 
is not concerned with vocational education or with college preparatory 
(Wilson, 1967). Completion of high school leaves the student with 
few choices for further training.
The racial isolation has other effects in addition to not 
training students for vocations or continued education. Coleman notes 
that "composition of the student bodies has a strong relationship to 
achievement of . . . minority groups [ Coleman, 1966 ]." Students
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placed with other students without strong educational support in the 
home, tend to reinforce each others' feelings of frustration. "But 
if a minority pupil from a home without much educational strength is 
put with schoolmates with strong educational background, his 
achievement is likely to increase" with little or no decrease in the 
better students' achievement (Coleman, 1966).
The degree to which grouping practices affect the student 
appears to be directly related to the age at which the student is 
first grouped (Goodlad, 1962). The earlier the grouping takes place, 
the greater the difference there is between students of similar 
ability when they finish a particular grade. Personality and social 
development seem to be more greatly influenced by grouping practices 
in the early school years than in the high school years (Rosenthal Sc 
Jacobson, 1966a). The most obvious explanation for this is that 
by the time the student has entered the high school, his personality 
is, for the most part, developed.
The effect of grouping on intelligence again appears to be 
related to the age at which the student is first grouped. As the 
concept of intelligence has changed in the last thirty years, from 
the idea that intelligence is a specific quantity to the idea that 
it is a range of ability, the importance of childhood experiences has 
taken on new interest in research. Intelligence "is now regarded as a 
fluid collection of skills whose development is demonstrably affected 
by early experience and subsequently by the quality and duration of 
formal education [ Yates, 1966 ]." The child's interaction with other
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children and with teachers is now believed to directly affect intelli­
gence (Mann, 1960). Students who only interact with lower ability 
students tend to have progressively lower IQ scores for each year 
they are in such an environment (Goldberg, Passow, & Justman, 1966).
The results of grouping on high school students do not 
appear to be as damaging as on elementary school students. Actually, 
there are a few studies which indicate that grouping for high school 
students may actually help students, at the extremes of the ability 
range (Borg, 1966a). The ability grouping itself may not be the 
important factor; rather, other changes that come about in teaching 
methods, materials, and curriculum changes may be more important than 
simply ability grouping.
One of the most severe results of high school grouping is 
the damage done to future educational opportunity. Students in 
noncollege tracks conceivably could benefit from specialized instruc­
tion centering around vocational training. In effect, what happens to 
students in noncollege tracks is that they do not receive additional 
attention. Rather than opening certain doors of opportunity, the 
noncollege program often effectively limits advancement.
The worst result of high school grouping policies occurs when 
the high school reinforces the results of elementary grouping 
practices. The gap separating the students in elementary school can 
increase in size each additional year of schooling (Deitrich, 1966).
There are a number of practices which can be implemented to 
offset some of the negative aspects of grouping. First of all, there
16
can be numerous school activities in which all students take part as: 
a group. Secondly, classes can be heterogeneous in makeup but have 
multilevel materials to work with so that the students are together 
for interaction but have materials that meet their special needs.
Also, the grouping practices can be flexible enough that students can 
easily move from one group to another. Fourthly, grouping can be 
carried out within the classroom rather than by schools or by 
separation into different classrooms. Finally, teachers' attitudes 
appear to have a tremendous effect on the entire grouping procedure. 
The hiring and training of teachers with a genuine interest in working 
with students of all ability groups can go a long way toward erasing 
the negative aspects of ability grouping (Hoover, 1968). Exactly how 
the teacher affects the results of ability grouping is at this time 
simply not understood. It has been suggested that a good deal of 
the confusion, contradiction, and inconsistency in the research on 
ability grouping centers around this one question (Yates, 1966).
Passow's article entitled, "The Maze of the Research on 
Ability Grouping" rather neatly sums up the situation (Passow, 1962). 
He writes, "while it is true, as Ekstrom observed, 'the studies differ 
widely in quality, purpose, and significance,' there are also many 
other differences which make synthesis of research difficult in this 
area” of educational research (Passow, 1962). First of all, the 
studies vary a good deal in terms of purpose. Franseth points out 
that often the area of concern is simply academic achievement in one 
area such as in mathematics, English, or another subject (Franseth,
17
1962). Secondly, the studies usually vary in the grades that are used 
for research. Some researchers use grades one through six, while 
others use grades two, four, and seven, or some other arrangement. 
Thirdly, researchers sometimes fail to control for socioeconomic 
considerations between the students, and between the students and the 
teachers. Also, the method of controlling the teacher factor often 
differs from one research design to the next. Some researchers have 
the same teachers teaching homogeneous groups and heterogeneous 
groups, while others attempt to control this factor by structuring 
the materials that the teachers present. It has been noted'several 
times that the teacher has a tremendous influence on the outcome of 
any grouping practice. Fifthly, there is no common standard for 
dividing students into the different ability groups. Some  ^
researchers use grade point average, while others use standardized 
tests or teacher recommendations. In addition, there does not appear 
to be much uniformity as to class size. The effectiveness of any 
classroom program is related to class size, especially in the 
elementary grades. The types, number, and degree of importance 
placed on standardized tests also tend to be factors which vary from 
one study to the next. An eighth point is the period of time the 
study covers. Studies often vary from a year or more to less than 
two months. Naturally the question raised by this practice centers 
around whether or not the teachers and the students have had time 
to be affected by the particular grouping practice.
Recent research has attempted to correct many of these
18
shortcomings in earlier research. The results from some of these more 
recent projects still are inconsistent (Borg, 1966a). There are 
various indications, but little solid factual information that can 
be applied to ability grouping in general. On the whole, the 
early research indicated that there was no harm and some benefit from 
grouping. Recent research indicates just the opposite; that there 
is some harm done, especially to the students in the lower tracks, but 
that there is little, if any, benefit to other students.
In conclusion, it is worth mentioning that most of the studies 
published in the last forty years have in their conclusions a phrase 
which usually says: "these results are tentative, and should be
further investigated." The impression one gets from surveying this 
material is that the researchers do not know which factor or group 
of factors is important. Coleman noted that there were over 400 
factors which were thought to influence school achievement (Coleman, 
1966),
Self-concept is one of the over 400 factors which Coleman 
noted. The review of the literature on ability grouping is looking 
at the striacture of the high school. The second component in this 
inquiry is the social psychological orientation of the proposed 
research. The setting in which interaction takes place at Ferguson 
is affected by the ability grouping practices. The interaction within 
this setting may also be affected by ability grouping practices. Two 
aspects of interaction which will be reviewed in the literature are 
the development of the self and the importance of the expectations of
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others.
Review of the Literature on Self-Concept
Mead pointed out that self:
is something which has a development; it is not initially 
there, at birth, but arises in a process of social experience and
activity; that is, it develops in the given individual as a result
of his relations to that process as a whole and to other
individuals within the process [ Mead, 1934, p. 135 ].
Mead also pointed out that we can perceive ourselves only as a 
reflection from the eyes of others (Lindgren, 1969). This is similar 
to Cooley’s concept of the ’’looking glass self.” Cooley saw self as 
being composed of three elements: one’s conception of his appearance
to others, one’s conception of others’ judgment of this appearance, 
and finally one's self feelings such as pride, hostility or 
embarrassment (Lindgren, 1969). Cooley wrote: ”In imagination we
perceive in another’s mind some thought of our appearance, manners, 
aims, deeds, character, friends, and so on, and are variously
affected by it [ Lindgren, 1969, p. 187 ]."
Timasheff, in his book, Sociological Theory, notes that the 
Mead-Cooley approach to self has ’’had an especially strong and lasting 
influence and [ is ] reflected in what today is known as the 
'symbolic interaction' orientation "that has been subjected to 
experimental testing [ Timasheff, 1967, p. 148'].” There have been 
several studies done using a correlational approach between self 
and other. Miyamoto and Dornbush, in an article entitled, "A Test of
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Interactionist Hypotheses of Self-Concept," used this approach in 
their study. One of their basic objectives was to meet criticism 
concerning the validity of Mead’s explanations of the development of 
self and self-concept. The criticism centered around the argument 
that Mead's work, rather than having been proven, was simply taken as 
given.
Some proponents of the interactionist school felt that Mead’s 
work could not be demonstrated in terms of empirical studies.
Blumer, in Symbolic Interactionism, argued that the self is a process 
and not an entity. He wrote that "this process is distinct from and 
different from what is spoken of as the ’ego'--just as it is 
different from any other conception which conceives of the self in 
terms of composition or organization [ Blumer, 1969, p. 81 ]." As a 
process, self is constantly changing as the individual interacts 
with different people. Any attempt to measure self or self-concept 
is only measuring a part of the process. The self that is measured 
in one situation is not the same self in another situation, since 
self is a process and not an entity.
Other proponents of the interactionist school felt that 
Mead's work could be empirically demonstrated. Kuhn has written that 
research which views self as a process has not produced much specific 
information (Kuhn, 1964). Criticizing for lack of results those who 
view self as a process, Kuhn argues that in order for symbolic 
interactionism to be proven, it had to be empirically demonstrated to 
be valid. As a first step in this direction, Kuhn developed an
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instrument to measure the individual’s awareness of himself. The 
"Twenty Statements Test" or "Who Am I Test" treats self as an entity, 
an object, something measurable (Kuhn, 1964). Such an approach has 
since been used by other empiricists as well; however, as Miyamoto 
and Dornbush note: "Mead's admirers have often encountered consider­
able difficulty in formulating research problems within the framework 
of his views [ Miyamoto & Dornbush, 1956 ]."
In Miyamoto and Dornbush!s study of two fraternities and two 
sororities, each student ranked himself (herself) and other members 
of his (her) fraternity (sorority) using a modified self-concept 
scale developed by Dymond and Cottrel. The traits for which the 
students were to rank themselves and others were intelligence, self- 
confidence, physical attractiveness and likeability. Using a 
correlational approach between the ratings of self and other the 
researchers found support for their hypotheses,
that the response, or at least the attitude is related 
to self-conception . . . [ a n d  ] that an individual's self­
conception is more closely related to his estimate of the 
generalized attitude toward him than to the perceived atti­
tude . . . [ of others ] [ Miyamoto & Dornbush, 1956 ].
In a similar manner Reeder, Donohue and Biblarz studied the 
relationship between self-conception, and objective and perceived 
ratings of members of a work group at a military base. Their rating 
system centered around who the individual felt did the best job and 
who was the best leader. In addition to dealing with other members of
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the crew there was a self-rating section to their investigation con­
cerned with how he thought other members in his group would rate him. 
The correlations between self rating and the ratings others gave the 
individual were positive which indicated "(1) that the responses of 
others have an influence in shaping one's self-definition and (2) that 
this self-definition is derived chiefly from the perception of the 
'generalized' other [ Reeder, Donohue, & Biblarz, 1960 ]."
Mead's term, "generalized other," is essentially the reaction 
of significant others to the individual's attempt to take a role, 
that is, of the "individual's conception of the organized process of 
which he is a part [ Reeder, Donohue, & Biblarz, 1960 ]." Mead 
sees the individual as putting himself into various roles and 
observing the reactions of others to him from that particular 
position (Gordon & Gergen, 1968). This does not mean that the 
individual has to actually occupy a particular role in order to 
attempt to understand what the reactions of others will be toward 
him in that situation. In fact, Mead is saying that this role 
playing can be symbolic in that the individual imagines himself in 
the various roles. The reactions of others with whom he would 
interact, if he were actually in that role, are a part of role playing 
since to understand the role, he would have to rely on others. Mead 
writes:
their organized reactions to him he has embedded in his own 
playing of the different positions, and this organized reaction 
becomes what I have called the "generalized other" that
accompanies and controls his conduct. And it is this generalized 
other in his experience which provides him with a self [ Gordon & 
Gergen, 1968, p. 58 ].
The process of producing this self is anchored in the social 
situation. In order to understand self, one must understand the 
roles that the person has filled and is filling and the types of 
reaction that others give and are giving to him in these various 
roles. Preiss, in an article about the effects of expectation in 
medical school, notes that "reciprocally, the learning and filling of 
roles provides an individual with an internal self-image which 
reflects and coheres with the external role system in the community 
[ Gordon & Gergen, 1968, p. 254 ]."
Additional support for the Mead-Cooley approach to self comes 
from Quarantelli and Cooper. As they point out in the opening of 
their article, "we try to show it is possible to test a key Median 
notion on the relationship between self-conception and social others, 
through an examination of concrete data [ Quarantelli 6c Cooper, 1966 ].' 
Their investigation centers around the factors influencing the 
professionalization of dental students, using student ratings of 
themselves, students’ ratings of how they think the faculty rated 
them, and finally the actual ratings of the faculty. The authors rate 
in their conclusion, that like "Miyamoto and Dornbush, we find that it 
is the perceived rather than the actual response of others that is 
the more important in the formation of self-conception [ Quarantelli & 
Cooper, 1966 ]." Others who have also used the correlational approach
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are Manis (1955) and Helper (1955).
A second method of testing the Mead-Cooley approach to self is 
the use of experimentation. Rather than correlating the responses of 
others that an individual receives to what others actually have to 
say, the experimenter manipulates the social stimuli the subject 
receives. Videbeck used this method in his study of positive and 
negative reinforcement on students in a speech class. Thirty superior 
students were chosen from a speech class and asked to take part in a 
study concerning certain forms of communication. The students were 
given a scale on which they were to indicate how well they thought 
they could perform certain tasks directly related to topics that they 
had been studying in their speech class. They were given the same 
scale at the end of the experiment. Half of the students individually 
received positive reinforcement from an "expert" and half of the 
students individually received negative reinforcement after the 
students had completed oral readings which the expert was to judge. 
Videbeck observes that:
effects of approval and disapproval treatments were 
interpreted to be a function of an interaction between the 
student's initially anchored self-rating and the objective scale 
value of the approval or disapproval implied in the others 
reaction [Videbeck, 1960 ].
As Videbeck's summation implies, those students who received positive 
feedback raised their self-evaluations while those who received 
negative feedback lowered their self-evaluations.
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Deutsch and Solomon have also worked with experimentally 
manipulating the social stimuli which the individual receives from 
others. Their study centers around the "view that one can only 
predict how an individual will react to another's evaluation of some 
aspect of him _if one knows how the individual evaluates this aspect of 
himself [ Deutsch & Solomon, 1959 ]." Subjects of their experiment 
were employees of the American Telephone and Telegraph Company. All 
of the subjects were female; they were divided into groups, then each 
subject was isolated. They were told the team score on two games 
they would individually play would be the combination of team members' 
scores and that one could help the group very much by doing well, and 
could seriously hurt the team by doing poorly. A self-concept scale 
was administered before and after the game section of the experiment. 
After having seen the scores for her team, the subject was to write 
a note to another member of the group indicating whether or not she 
wanted that person to remain on her team. The experimenter collected 
these notes, substituted standardized notes (half favorable and half 
unfavorable) which he had prepared earlier and passed them out to the 
subjects. While Deutsch and Solomon were concerned with several 
aspects of self-evaluation, one specific aspect noted was the effect 
of consensual validation by others. They found that there was a 
tendency for subjects to respond more to favorable evaluations than 
to negative ones, not only in their revised self-evaluations, but in 
their projected evaluations by others of themselves.
Other experimenters concerned with whether positive or
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negative feedback will bring about a greater change in one's self- 
evaluation are Videbeck (1960), Weinstein and Black (1968), and 
Maehr, Mesing, and Nafgzer (1962). Besides verbal reinforcement, 
social stimuli that affect self-concept may be nonverbal.
Experimenters must constantly be on guard to make sure the 
experiment itself is not producing particular results simply because 
it is an experiment. The expectation of certain results from the 
experiment may actually lead to those results. Often the term used 
to describe a "particular belief, attitude, or feeling of an 
experimenter which might be a factor in determining the behavior of 
a subject involved in the experiment," is experimenter bias (Miller, 
1968). The experimenter communicates his own attitudes, beliefs, or 
feelings to the examinee unknowingly through his mannerisms, tone of 
voice, or.some other communication. In a sense one is expecting 
a certain outcome, and by some means this expectation is communicated, 
so the examinee reacts in the expected manner. As Rosenthal notes: 
"people, more often than not, do what is expected of them [ Rosenthal 
6c Jacobson, 1970, p. viii ]." Merton, commenting on Thomas' state­
ment "if men define situations as real, they are real in their 
consequences," says that what in effect has happened is that one 
creates a self-fulfilling prophecy through expectations (Merton, 1957, 
p. 421). Merton uses the idea of self-fulfilling prophecy in analyzing 
such phenomena as racial prejudice and the failure of banks. The 
observation had been made long before; for example, in 1898, Mall 
noted in his clinical work dealing with insomnia, nausea, impotence
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and stammering that often "prophecy causes its own fulfillments 
[ Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1970 ]." Another observation on expectations 
is Whyte's Street Corner Society in which he notes that when a man 
was expected to bowl poorly, he did so, even though the man had 
bowled well the night before. The members of the gang "knew" how 
well each member usually bowled, and their expectations seemed to 
determine his performance (Whyte, 1943).
Allport, in 1950, used the concept of self-fulling prophecy 
to explain international tension and war. Rosenthal writes that 
Allport suggests :
The expectation to wage war is communicated to the opponent- 
to-be who reacts by preparing for war, an act which confirms the 
first nation's expectations, strengthens it . . . and so on, in
a mutually reinforcing system . . . of feedback [ Rosenthal &
Jacobson, 1970, p. 11 ].
Guthrie, in 1938, discussed how expectations of others 
influence dating behavior. A shy young lady became a social success 
by interacting with young men who expected that she was a social 
favorite and she came to meet these expectations. Other related 
studies include Drayer's (1965) work in industrial settings, and 
Preenblatt and Allport's (1964) work with expectations of medical 
patients (Miller, 1968).
These studies and experiments indicate that the expectations 
of others affect behavior to such an extent that people direct behav­
ior toward their perception of the expectations of others.
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Quarantelli and Cooper emphasize the point that the individual 
responds to the expectations of others when those expectations are 
perceived by that individual as being significant to him. They 
criticize Miyamoto and Dornbush's conception of Mead's idea of 
generalized other since they do not specifically tie the concept 
to group membership in a specific section of the social system. 
Quarantelli and Cooper note that Mead "speaks of the generalized 
other as the process whereby the person 'takes the attitudes of the 
organized social group to which he belongs' [ Quarantelli & Cooper, 
1966 ]."
Videbeck notes a number of factors, in addition to the 
expectations of others and the significance of other, that affect 
self-conception and behavior. He includes in his list the number of 
times reinforcement is presented, how strongly motivated the individ­
ual is, and finally the intensity of the approval or disapproval 
reinforcement (Videbeck, 1960).
Rosenthal lists a number of factors which may affect research 
in self-concept studies as well as in other areas. He includes 
biosocial factors such as sex, age, race, and religion (in the case of 
Jews) of the examiner and the examinee. In addition, he lists 
certain psychological factors such as anxiety, need for approval, 
birth order, hostility, authoritarianism, intelligence, dominance, 
status, and warmth (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1966b).
In many ways the relation between teachers and students is 
similar to the relation between examiner and examinee. Certainly, the
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relationship between the teacher and the student is much more enduring 
than the relationship between examiner and examinee. Still it can be 
hypothesized that many of the factors x^hich affect the examiner and 
examinee affect the teacher and student. Research involving teacher 
attitudes has shoxm that teachers in inner city schools use different 
techniques of teaching when dealing with slum children than they 
would use in dealing with suburban children (Becker, 1952). They 
expect less of them in terms of behavioral objectives, as well as 
academic standards. In addition, being given an assignment in a slum 
area is perceived by some teachers as being an indication of their 
lack of status (or pull) in the school system (Becker, 1952; Mueller 
& Frerichs, 1967).
In a similar manner, and often within a slum school, teachers 
may react negatively to being assigned to teach "slow” students.
The use of the term simply designates the lowest level of ability 
grouping; it does not necessarily mean, limited intelligence or 
ability. For some reason, such as inability to read, extreme shyness, 
laziness, poor self-concept, or limited intelligence, these students 
cannot or will not perform x^ell enough to stay in the average or 
accelerated class. There is evidence to show that teachers think 
having to teach a slow class is an indication of limited ability on 
the teacher's part or that he is in disfavor with the administration 
(Jones, 1966).
Throughout the literature on ability grouping there are 
references made to the important role which the teacher plays. A
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number of investigators have attempted to control for teacher influ­
ence in their studies of ability grouping (Goldberg, Passow, 6c 
Justman, 1966). The results are mixed at best. The reason for these 
mixed results may be that we simply do not know enough about how the 
teacher affects the students. Rosenthal's study leaves very little 
doubt that the teacher can and does affect student progress 
(Rosenthal 6c Jacobson, 1970). In his study, teachers were told that 
some of their students were "late-bloomers" and would make exceptional 
progress during the school year. The students were randomly selected 
in approximately eighteen different classrooms. The teachers were 
told the names of the late-bloomers and were led to believe that a 
new test was the instrument used for identifying these students. As 
Rosenthal expected, the preselected students did make exceptional 
progress over and above the progress of the other students. This 
progress was exceptional for the lower grades, but declined for the 
older students. Rosenthal noted that older students in grades three 
and four may not be as impressionable as are first and second graders, 
where the gains were the greatest (Rosenthal 6c Jacobson, 1970).
Perhaps teacher expectations simply affect morale and 
motivation:
the operative factor may be the enthusiasm that a teacher 
displays in circumstances that he finds congenial and which is 
communicated to the pupils and serves to foster their morale and 
motivation [ Yates, 1966, p. 84 ].
Douglas notes that "teacher judgments of children's ability seem to
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be influenced by the types of homes the children come from [ Douglas, 
1966 ]." Perhaps the teacher's attitude toward certain segments of 
the society is the "feeling" that is transmitted.
The teachers' effect on grouping may be a function of teacher
training rather than personal attitudes. "There is an urgent need 
for teachers to understand that such an individual [ a slow learner ] 
appears to be different because he thinks differently" is the state­
ment which greets a student-teacher in one educational method 
textbook section on grouping practices (Hoover, 1968, p. 298). In 
addition to the college training which treats the slow learner as 
different from the rest of the student body, a new teacher is 
informally taught certain negative attitudes toward slow learners by 
his fellow teachers. Since the teacher expectation for the student 
in a slow class is low, the teacher may add negative reinforcement 
to the student's self-concept. This action in effect lowers the 
student's ability to perform, which thus fulfills the teacher's 
prophecy about the student's ability and reinforces the teacher's idea
that the student is not very capable (Campbell, 1967).
To say that the teacher's expectations may lower the student's 
self-concept is not to say that the teacher is the primary reason a 
student has a low self-concept (Campbell, 1967). It may be that 
students with low self-concepts are placed in slow classes because 
their low self-concept prevents them from trying to learn in other 
classes. There have been a number of studies which indicate that 
there is a relationship between self-concept and achievement. Reeder
32
found that students with a low self-concept tend to achieve further 
below their potential than do students with a high self-concept 
(Campbell, 1967). Cleveland and Bosworth, in comparing the upper- 
quarter of'arithmetic achievers and the lower-quarter arithmetic 
achievers in the sixth grade, found that there were significant 
psychological and sociological characteristics related to arithmetic 
achievement. While not specifically dealing with self-concept, they 
found that students in the lower quarter tended to view themselves 
as less capable and as having less social worth (Cleveland & Bosworth, 
1967). Another study, by Peppin (1962), dealth with self-concept, 
parental understanding and parental acceptance. His findings 
indicated that there is a relationship between low self-concept and 
underachievement. While not all studies indicate that there is a 
relationship such as Chickering (1958) and Eubank (1962), most 
investigators such as Coopersmith (1961), Walsh (1956), and Berger 
(1961) find that there is a relationship between self-concept and 
achievement (Campbell, 1967).
Proponents of ability grouping agree that there is a relation­
ship between these, two factors. In fact, one of the arguments for 
ability grouping is that by preventing academically weak students 
from having to compete with brighter students, the teacher can boost 
these students’ self-concept by working with materials and topics that 
are on their ability level (Franseth, 1962; Hoover, 1968). Some 
educators in favor of ability grouping indicate that they fear that 
ability grouping may lower a slow learner's self-concept, but often
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offer means of offsetting what they consider to be a slight disadvan­
tage when compared to the gains the ability grouping provides in 
improved achievement for slow students (Thomas 6c Thomas, 1965).
Opponents of ability grouping also feel that there is a 
relationship between self-concept and achievement. However, they 
question whether putting a student into a slow class improves his 
self-concept. Campbell (1967), Keliker (1962), Schafer (1970), 
Crescibeni (1967), and others feel that placement in a1 slow class 
actually weakens a student’s self-concept. They feel interaction 
among the students, the effects of being labeled ’’slow," and the 
student-teacher interaction actually lower the student's self-concept.
The crucial concern of both opponents and proponents of 
ability grouping is understanding how the structure of social 
organization, the school, affects student self-concept, achievement, 
advancement, and other related matters. The authors of The 
Educational Decision Makers are especially interested in how the 
organization itself affects the students:
If the rates of college-going students, underachievers, 
academic problems, [ students in slow classes ], etc., are to be 
viewed sociologically as characteristics of the high school as a 
complex organization, then the explanation for such rates must be 
sought in the patterned activities of that organization and not in 
the behavior of the students per se [ Cicourel 6c Kitsuse, 1963,
- p. 9 ].
The basic argument here is that the behavior of the students is a
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product of the organizational structure. The structure of the organi­
zation is the setting in which interaction takes place. This 
structure influences the interaction; an example of this is the pro­
cess by which some students are assigned to slow classes and others to 
fast classes.
Cicourel and Kitsuse examined the criteria on which ability 
grouping is said to be based, such things as IQ, test scores, and 
previous grades. They found that these objective measures were not 
necessarily the rational bureaucratic basis for selecting ability 
groups. They found that subjective data is also used, such as 
teachers’ ratings, student attitude, family standing, et cetera. 
Cicourel and Kitsuse are especially interested in the role that the 
counselor plays in the bureaucratic organization. The counselor's 
function in the organization is to weigh the objective data, to 
evaluate the subjective data, and to make decisions concerning the 
type of educational program for which the student is best suited.
Since the objective standards are not necessarily followed, some 
students meeting the criteria for fast classes are not in them, while 
other students who do not meet the objective criteria are in the fast 
classes. Cicourel and Kitsuse's explanation for these discrepancies 
in student placement is that the counselors reflect and use the prej­
udice of the middle class society against the lower class. Middle 
class children are "pushed up” or helped along because of the 
counselor’s concern while the lower class child is not encouraged or 
given this "extra" help.
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This thesis does not deal with the role of the counselors in 
the ability grouping processes. Nor does it deal with the reasons for 
the discrepancies which Cicourel and Kitsuse have discovered. The 
structure of the school, primarily ability grouping, is recognized 
not for the procedure by which students are assigned to certain 
groups, but rather for what such assignment does to the interaction 
between the teacher and the student.
Experimental Design
The theoretical orientation for the study is structuralist 
in the sense that the high school is viewed as a complex organization 
and explanations for the behavior of students and teachers are sought 
in the roles which they play in the organization. Based on a review 
of the literature there is evidence, not consistently supported, 
that the structure of the high school affects role performance. The 
structure can affect the role of students by labeling some slow and 
others average or accelerated. Secondly, the structure can affect 
role performance by assigning students to classes on the basis of 
their classification in the school. Thirdly, the role performance of 
teachers can be affected by which one of these three classes they 
are to teach.
In addition to the structuralist orientation this study is 
also symbolic interactionist in orientation in the sense that the 
development of the self-concept is viewed as a continuing process. 
Based on a review of the literature, there is consistent evidence to 
support the idea that there is a relationship between self-evaluations
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and others' evaluations of self. This study provides an opportunity 
to examine some factors which affect this evaluative process between 
the student and the teacher. This study is also symbolic inter- 
actionist in the sense that the expectations of other are seen to 
have an influence on one's behavior.
Based primarily on the studies of Rosenthal, there is some 
evidence to indicate the performance of the students is related to 
the expectations of the teacher. There are three possible answers 
concerning this possible relationship. One is that the teacher may 
actually have different expectations for different ability groups, as 
has been argued by Rosenthal. A second explanation is that perhaps 
a particular teacher does not have differential expectations for her 
classes, but the students' perception of her behavior in a class is 
biased so it appears she does. In this case the teacher is not 
playing the role, for example, of a "slow" teacher, but the students' 
perception of her places her in that role. The third possible 
explanation is that both of the other two explanations are correct. 
The teacher does have differential expectations and the students do 
alter their perception on the occasions when the teacher does not 
demonstrate the expected behavior. In either case the results will 
be the same; students will perceive the teacher's expectations for 
them in a differential manner.
In a sense a self-fulfilling prophecy is developed. For 
example, students for some reason are placed in a slow class. These 
students perceive the teacher's expectations for them as low. Their
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behavior based on this perception could influence the teacher's 
expectations, thus reinforcing the students' perception of their 
teacher's expectations. Support for this interpretation comes from 
Merton (1967), Whyte (1943), and Rosenthal (1970) as well as others.
Hypothesis 1 : There is a direct relationship between ability
grouping practices and students' perception of teacher expectations. 
This is to say students in slow classes will perceive the teachers' 
expectations as low, while students in fast classes will perceive the 
expectations as high. It is anticipated that this relationship will 
hold for each individual teacher. It is also anticipated that the 
role of the teacher is more persuasive than the individual who 
occupies the position.
Hypothesis 2: Students’ perception of teacher expectations
varies by ability group and not be teacher. Primarily this means that 
the difference between three teachers' classes in the same ability 
group will not be significant.
The students' perception of teacher expectations for them is 
focused in four areas. These areas are: working to get good grades,
doing in-class work, doing homework, and improving reading and 
spelling skills. Ideally, doing all of these tasks, one should 
receive higher grades in the class. If the teacher expects the work 
in these areas to be successfully done, the expectation may influence 
the individual's behavior. If Rosenthal is correct that "people, more 
often than not, do what is expected of them," then the teacher's 
expectations should influence the students' behavior (Rosenthal, 1970,
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p. viii).
Hypothesis 3: Students* perception of teacher expectations is
directedly related to grade point average. Since it is hypothesized 
that teacher expectations vary by ability group, logically so should 
GPA.
Hypothesis 4: There is a direct relationship between GPA and
ability grouping. If this relationship is found to exist, there are 
two explanations. One explanation is interactionist in terms of 
student perception of teacher expectations. The other explanation is 
structuralist because one of the rewards for being in an accelerated 
class is that the course carries certain extra credit compared to a 
slow class. An "A" in an advanced placement course is worth five grade 
points while it is only worth four in a slow class.
Based on a review of the literature, there is consistent 
evidence to support the idea that there is a relationship between 
self-evaluations and others' evaluation of self. In a sense the 
expectations that a teacher has for a student's work is an evaluation 
of that student. If the teacher is significant to the student, this 
evaluation should affect his self-concept. Low expectations indicate 
that the teachers think the student cannot actually do very much.
Hypothesis 5: Students' perception of teacher expectations
is directly related to students' self-concept. While the evidence is 
not consistent, a number of articles such as those by Mann (1960) and 
Crescibeni (1967) indicate that students with low self-concepts tend 
to be placed in slow classes.
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Hypothesis 6: There is a direct relationship between ability
grouping and self-concept. While there is some evidence which 
indicates that the hypothesis will be substantiated, there is also 
evidence which indicates that the hypothesis is not valid for Blacks.
To examine if these hypothesized relationships between 
ability grouping, academic achievement, student perception of teacher 
expectations, and self-concept are consistently valid for all groups, 
it will be necessary to control for race.
Traditionally Blacks have been viewed as having low self- 
concepts; however, there is some question as to the validity of this 
view. Because of the inconsistent research in this area, the null 
hypothesis will be assumed. In effect, the argument is being made 
that the difference between White and Black students' self-concepts is 
not significantly different. In order to evaluate this assumption, 
race is a variable which will be controlled.
Hypothesis 7: There is no significant difference between
White and Black students1 self-concepts within ability groups. The 
null hypothesis is also assumed regarding any difference between male 
and female students' self-concepts. Some studies on self-concept or 
ability grouping do not report whether or not they divide their sample 
on the basis of sex. Some studies do divide their samples, and 
indicate no significant differences (Cleveland & Bosworth, 1967).
Hypothesis 8: There is no significant difference between male
and female students1 self-concepts within ability groups.
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Sample
The subjects for the research are senior English students at 
Ferguson High School in Newport News, Virginia. Three English 
teachers' classes were chosen; each teacher has at least one class in 
all three ability tracks. The teachers are female, of similar age 
and White. Table 1 (Appendix B) summarizes the characteristics of the 
nine English classes.
Immediately one can see that the ability grouping practices at 
Ferguson have, in the English classes, resegregated the classroom, 
even though the school is integrated. English is the only ability 
grouped subject at Ferguson in which all students are enrolled. Other 
departments, such as social studies, do not ability group their 
students. Some departments are ability grouped since the courses get 
progressively harder each year, and are basically electives past the 
first course, such as general math. The objective criteria for 
ability grouping is outlined by the guidance department for all 
teachers at the first of every school year. (See Appendix C.) It 
appears that actual ability grouping practices vary from these 
objective criteria at Ferguson just as Cicourel and Kitsuse found they 
varied at Lakeshore (Cicourel & Kitsuse, 1963).
Specifically, 78 per cent of the slow ability classes are made 
up of Blacks. The entire school is 38 per cent Black. In the fast 
ability class, Blacks account for less than 12 per cent of the students 
in the sample. Because of the skewed distribution of students, the 
sample is also skewed. The students in slow classes tend to be Black
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males, while the students in fast classes tend to be White females.
The information on the students’ race and sex was obtained 
after the students were surveyed. The survey had two instruments.
One was a self-concept scale and the other was a questionnaire on 
student perception of teacher expectations.
The questionnaire had twenty-five questions related to four 
areas; working to get good grades, doing in-class work, doing homework, 
and improving reading and spelling skills. The survey is reproduced 
in Appendix C.
These areas were chosen because they were the types of 
activities which all students could be expected to perform regardless 
of ability. The section on good grades is an effort to improve grades, 
not simply get all MA ”s .
Students responded to the questions by choosing one of six 
possible answers ranging from the indication that their teachers 
"always expect" to "never expect" something. In order to allow them 
to respond more freely, the survey was masked as being a public 
opinion poll conducted by the College of William and Mary. They were 
assured that the survey would not be shown to their teachers.
In a preliminary investigation conducted in 1971, the 
distribution of scores for students' perception of teacher expectations 
was in the hypothesized direction. Students who did not perceive the 
teacher as expecting much of them tended to be in the slow classes, 
while students who perceived the teacher as expecting a lot from them 
tended to be in the fast classes. No test of significance was
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conducted since the sample size was too small.
On the reverse side of the survey on expectations, there was 
a self-concept scale, stating "I am . . . . " t o  ten different 
characteristics (scored on a range from one to seven). The survey is 
reproduced in Appendix C. In an effort to meet Blumer's contention 
that self is a process tied to the social situation, this self-concept 
scale is specifically tied to the classroom. The survey asks the 
student to respond as a student in this class. In a similar manner, 
an effort has been made to meet Kuhn's contention that in order to 
validate the symbolic interactionist viewpoint, one must be able to 
test and demonstrate basic concepts such as self.
The "I am . . . ." self-concept scale was developed to see if
self-concept could be an insulator against delinquency (Schwartz & 
Tangri, 1965). They found that there was a significant difference 
between boys rated by their principal as good and those rated as bad.
In addition, they were interested in how boys thought others, such as
their mothers and their teachers, saw them.
In a preliminary investigation conducted in 1971, self-concept 
scores were distrubuted in the hypothesized direction. Low self- 
concept scores tended to be in the slow classes, while high scores 
tended to be in the fast classes. No test of significance was 
conducted since the sample size was too small.
The "I am . . . ." self-concept scale and the student percep­
tion of teacher expectations scale were administered to all Ferguson 
seniors present in the selected English classes. Some difficulty was
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experienced with two of the teachers. They did not ask the students 
in one of their classes to put their names on the surveys. These two 
classes were surveyed twice. There were no significant differences 
between the two collections of data, thus adding additional 
confidence in the reliability of Schwartz's and Tangri's self-concept 
scale. In one of those classes and in another slow class, numerous 
students put false names on the survey and obviously did not take it 
seriously. When these classes were surveyed again, the names of the 
students were put on the surveys by their teachers before they were 
handed out--this technique tended to encourage completion of the 
survey.
Some students were not surveyed because of absence, or their 
surveys were not tabulated because of omissions or because they were 
not returned. The greatest numerical loss of student surveys 
occurred in the average classes; however, percentage-wise the average 
classes had the second greatest loss. The greatest loss percentage­
wise was in the fast classes. Most of the loss was due to failure to 
complete the surveys. These students were especially hostile to the 
self-concept scale developed by Schwartz and Tangri. There was a 
section of the survey for comments; repeatedly the students wrote the 
survey was "dumb," "childish," "boring," et cetera. Since the scale 
was developed for junior high school Blacks, it's inapplicability to 
the students in fast classes, mostly senior high White females, must 
account for some of this reaction.
Interestingly enough, last year in the preliminary
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investigation using these instruments, there was no hostile reaction 
to the scale. The reaction this time may be accounted for by the 
highly select nature of the fast classes. The difference between fast 
classes and slow or even average classes is much greater this year
than it was last year.
Only 13 per cent of the students in slow classes were not
included in this study. This low percentage is because the teachers,
exercised greater supervision over the slow students, especially by 
seeing that the students' names appeared on the surveys.
For students who did not return or complete their surveys, 
or who were absent on the day the surveys were collected, there were 
three attempts made through their English classes to gain a completed 
survey. About 60 per cent of the original group of 100 students 
responded to one of these three follow-up attempts. Forty-one 
students either did not complete their surveys, or there was no other 
information in the school files about them. Table 2 (Appendix B) 
gives the breakdown of students used in this study.
The additional information on race, sex, and GPA was taken 
from school records. The total amount of information which is on hand 
is: (1) student self-concept score, (2) student perception of teacher
expectations score, (3) ability group placement, (4) individual 
teacher assignment, (5) race, (6) sex, and (7) GPA.
No major effort has been made to acquire socioeconomic 
standing information. This is not to say that socioeconomic standing 
is not an important variable. Based on a review of the literature,
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there is consistent evidence to support the argument that ability 
grouping is based on socioeconomic standing as well as objective 
criteria. Preliminary casual investigation of ability grouping 
practices at Ferguson gave a striking impression that socioeconomic 
standing is a prime determining factor in ability grouping. The 
primary area of interest in this study is understanding what actually 
occurs in the classroom, recognizing that socioeconomic standing 
affects the structure of the high school. Figure 1 (Appendix A) helps 
one to visualize the hypothesized relationships between the various 
factors included in this study.
Method of Analysis 
The main technique for analyzing the data from this research 
is analysis of variance. There are thirty-six different subgroups in 
this study. Figure 2 (Appendix A) gives a visual representation of 
these groups. With so many groups, a simple t-test for significance 
between the means of the groups would be cumbersome. Not only would 
a great deal of numerical work be required to obtain the t-scores, but 
the use of this test for analyzing the thirty-six groups would lead to 
results which could not be easily interpreted.
The technique of analysis of variance offers a method of 
effectively analyzing data from two or more groups. It is a single 
test for the significance of differences among all the means of the 
study (Duncan, Taylor, & Cotton, 1954). The assumptions for the 
analysis of variance are the same as the t-test. One has to assume 
a normal distribution of random samples with equal population
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variances (Blalock, 1960). "Investigation has shown that the results 
of analysis of variance are changed very little by moderate viola­
tions of the assumptions of normal distribution and equal variance 
[ Dixon & Massey, 1969, p. 161 ]." There are tests to determine the 
degree of homogeneity of variance. It is advised that if there is 
one category which is considerably more or less homogeneous than the 
other categories, that the category be omitted from the analysis of 
variance test (Blalock, 1960). Usually this type of action should 
not have to be taken if the sample size is large enough. If an 
analysis of variance is conducted on a sample which does not fall 
within the range of tolerance allowed by the assumptions, the results 
will be not only incorrect but highly confusing.
The basic idea in analysis of variance is that total variance 
in a study can be broken into two or more categories. One type is 
the variance of individual scores within the group from the group
mean: the other type is the variance between group means and the mean
for the entire study. The variance within groups is often called 
unexplained variation or error. The reason it is called error is 
that the variance is not accounted for by the categorized variable 
(Blalock, 1960). If the variable does account for most of the 
variance, then the amount of variance between the groups is larger and 
the variability within the groups is smaller. The goal is to account
for as much of the variability as is possible.
The error term can be further reduced by accounting for 
interaction. Interaction of variables simply means that a particular
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combination is different from the sum of its parts. This is to say 
that the combined effects are different from the sum of their separate 
effects (Dixon & Massey, 1969).
The purpose of the analysis of variance technique is to see 
if the variance between groups is large enough in comparison with the 
variance within groups to conclude that the means of the different 
groups are significantly different (Duncan, Taylor & Cotton, 1954).
In order to explain an even greater amount of the total variance, it 
is necessary to control for additional variables which will, hopefully, 
account for part of the total variance. As additional variables are 
added using nominal scales (such as high, low; Black, White), the size 
of the subcells becomes increasingly smaller, thus endangering the 
assumptions of normality and equal population variances.
A second method of analyzing the data is the use of regression 
analysis. This technique makes it possible to control for variables 
without using nominal scales, by using an interval scale. The
variable is not actually held constant, rather the values of the
dependent variable which is also an interval scale are adjusted so
both categories have the same grand mean (Blalock, 1960). Rather than
having high and low categories, the scores are adjusted so that each 
category hypothetically has an equal amount of the variable. For
example, rather than dividing students into high and low GPA
categories, the dependent variable, say self-concept, can be adjusted 
so all the students have the same GPA.
Such a procedure considers the frequency distribution of one
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variable, in this case self-concept, when another variable, GPA, is 
held constant at certain intervals. While correlation considers the 
joint variation of two variables and measures the degree of relation­
ship, regression analysis involves determining the nature and 
direction of the distribution of a variable when another variable is 
held constant at certain intervals. The measurement of the distribu­
tion of one variable from the regression line is analysis of 
covariance. As its name implies, the purpose of the analysis is to 
measure hox^ the variables fluctuate together. The total amount of 
variation of the variables can be broken down into different 
categories in a procedure similar to analysis of variance. By 
subtracting the amount of variance due to regression of one variable 
on another, one is left with the variance accounted for by the other 
variable. If the difference between the means is significantly 
different, then part of the total variance is accounted for by the 
controlled variable. If the differences are not significant, the 
control factor does not account for the variation.
A third method of analyzing the data is correlation. This is 
done primarily to double check the findings of the regression analysis 
technique. Basically, correlational analysis involves determining the 
degree of relationship between two interval measuring devices such as 
GPA and students' perception of teacher expectations.
The variables involved in this study include two independent 
interval variables: GPA and students' perception of teacher expecta­
tions. In addition, there are four independent nominal variables:
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sex, race, teacher, and ability group. The dependent variable is 
student self-concept. Figure 3 (Appendix A) represents the matrix for 
this research.
Findings
The results of analysis of variance using the matrix in 
Figure 3 are summarized in Table 3 (Appendix B). It is immediately 
evident that analysis of variance with these subcells is not suitable 
for interpreting the results of the research. The negative score for 
sex/teacher interaction is theoretically possible if the assumptions 
of normality and equal population variances for the subcells of the 
matrix are not valid. The statistical procedure for determining 
interaction is to treat the means of subcells as individual scores. 
These scores are squared and added together and the grand mean is 
subtracted from this total. If there is little or no variance in the 
subcells, it is possible for the total of the subcells to be smaller 
than.the grand mean, thus producing a negative interaction figure. 
Close examination of Figure 3 shows that there are seven subcells 
which only have one case, four of which are constructed. The analysis 
of variance technique will allow moderate deviations in homogeneity of 
the subcells. With so many subcells perfectly homogeneous, the 
analysis of variance technique will not work, so long as the category 
which accounts for the homogeneity is a part of the program. 
Statisticians advise the category be omitted from the analysis 
(Blalock, 1960). Table 4 (Appendix B) allows comparison of the means 
of self-concept scores by race, sex, and ability group. While there
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may be some significant differences between the means of the subcells, 
the number of observations in each subcell is too small to be dealt 
with accurately.
The problem with the race category is not so much the selec­
tion of the sample as the distribution of Blacks in the population. 
Figure 4 (Appendix A) shows the number of students in the population 
and the number in the sample. By referring to Figures 3 and 4 it can 
be determined that even if the population of the three teachers had 
been used, there would still have been two subcells in the advanced 
classes in which there are no Black males, one subcell in the fast 
classes with no Black females, and one subcell in the slow classes 
with no White males. In addition, there are three subcells in which 
there is only one person. Correction of this problem would involve 
finding a larger population from which to pick a sample.
With the loss of the category for race, the analysis of 
variance can be conducted using the following variables: sex, teacher,
and ability group. Table 5 (Appendix B) summarizes the results of the 
study for the three-way analysis using these variables. Two addi­
tional variables can also be accounted for by using interval scales 
instead of the nominal scales which reduce the size of the subcells. 
These two variables are GPA and student perception of teacher 
expectations. If one or both of these are held constant and the self- 
concept scores are adjusted in accordance with the regression 
analysis procedure, the degree of influence of the variable(s) on 
self-concept can be determined. The amount of variance accounted for
by the other variables before the controlling procedure is used is 
compared to the amount of variance accounted for after the procedure 
is used. Table 6 (Appendix B) summarizes the results of controlling 
for GPA. The inclusion of GPA with the other factors in the study 
nearly completes the analysis of data using analysis of variance.
The addition of student perception of teacher expectations as a 
control variable completes the list of variables used in this study. 
Table 7 (Appendix B) summarizes the results of analysis of variance 
when controlling for two variables.
Inclusion of students' perception of teacher expectations 
does not significantly alter the results of the analysis. Use of 
regression analysis as a part of analysis of covariance provides the 
information in Table 7 which allows comparisons to be made of the 
influence that several variables have on the dependent variable.
It also makes possible comparisons between the independent variables. 
The ability to make these comparisons is of particular importance to 
the first hypothesis.
Hypothesis 1: There is a direct relationship between ability
grouping practices and students' perception of teacher expectations. 
The information contained in Table 9 (Appendix B) indicates there is 
a significant relationship between ability grouping practices and 
students' perception of teacher expectations for females. The 
relationship is an inverted rather than a direct one as hypothesized. 
Table 10 (Appendix B) is a comparison of means for students' 
perception of teacher expectations. The females' means are 55.3,
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63.0, and 70.0 for slow, average,and fast classes respectively. As 
the table indicates, the females in the fast classes have the highest 
expectation scores which indicates they perceive the teacher as 
having low expectations for them. Table 9 also indicates there is
no significant relationship between ability grouping and students' 
perception of teacher expectations for males. The males' means are
63.1, 64.2, and 58.3 for slow, average, and fast classes respectively.
Again, using regression analysis, comparisons can be made 
between two independent variables, students' perception of teacher 
expectations and individual teachers.
Hypothesis 2: Students' perception of teacher expectations
varies by ability group and not by teachers. The information in 
Table 9 indicates there is no significant relationship between ability 
group and teachers for both females and males. This indicates that 
the female students within an ability group but having different 
teachers do not significantly differ in their perception of teacher 
expectations. Male students do not differ significantly in their 
perception of teacher expectations with different teachers or, in 
different ability groups.
The third hypothesis is concerned with the influence of GPA 
on students' perception of teacher expectations. As in the other two 
hypotheses, this one is a comparison between two independent variables.
Hypothesis 3: Students' perception of teacher expectations is
directly related to GPA. The information in Table 11 (Appendix B) 
indicates that there is no significant relationship between the two
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variables for females or males. The means for female self-concepts 
and grades are 62.12 and 2.20 respectively; and for males they are 
62.58 and 1.99 respectively, as shown in Table 12 (Appendix B).
Since the hypothesized relationship between students' 
perception of teacher expectations and GPA is viewed as related to 
ability grouping, the hypothesis is concerned with the nature of 
this hypothesized relationship.
Hypothesis 4: There is a direct relationship between ability
grouping and GPA. Table 13 (Appendix B) contains the data for this
comparison for both sexes. The hypothesis is supported by high 
correlation coefficients of 0.77 for males and 0.75 for females.
Table 14 (Appendix B) contains the means of students' GPA by ability
group and sex. Males' means are 1.29, 1.96, and 2.96 for the slow,
average, and fast classes respectively; while the females means are 
1.50, 2.14, and 2.79 respectively.
Students' perception of teacher expectations is viewed as an 
evaluation by the teacher of the student. As an evaluative process, 
it has been hypothesized that it will have an effect on the students' 
self-concepts.
Hypothesis 5: Students' perception of teacher expectations is
directly related to students' self-concepts. As indicated by the data 
in Table 11, there is no significant relationship between these two 
variables. As Table. 12 shows, males' means are 62.6 and 27.7 for 
expectations and self-concepts respectively; while females' means are 
62.1 and 28.2 respectively.
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Although evidence to demonstrate a relationship is lacking, 
students’ perception of teacher expectations was viewed as an 
evaluation by the teacher of the student. It is hypothesized that 
this evaluative process is strongly influenced by ability grouping.
Hypothesis 6: There is a direct relationship between ability
grouping and self-concept. Since this is a comparison between an 
independent and a dependent variable, the analysis of covariance can 
be utilized. By referring to Table 7 it can be seen that the hypoth­
esized relationship is not supported by the data. The category for 
ability grouping does not account for a significant amount of the 
variance in the study. The means for self-concept by ability group 
and sex are in Table 15 (Appendix B). As it indicates, the means for 
males are 24.6, 28.6, and 27.5 for the slow, average, and fast classes 
respectively; while the means for females are 24.8, 30.6, and 30.8 
respectively.
Another category besides ability grouping which could account 
for a significant amount of the variance in the study is race. A 
null hypothesis is assumed in this hypothesis.
Hypothesis 7 : There is no significant difference between
White and Black students’ self-concepts within ability groups. As was 
discussed earlier, the inclusion of race as a variable reduced the 
subcell size to the extent that analysis of covariance could not be 
conducted. Due to the size of the sample, no statement on the 
significance of race and self-concept can be made.
The final category which could account for a significant
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amount of the variance in the study is sex. A null hypothesis is 
assumed in this hypothesis.
Hypothesis 8: There is no significant difference between
male and female self-concepts within ability groups. By referring to 
Table 7, it can be seen that neither sex nor sex/ability group 
interaction is significant as an explanation of the variance in the 
study. Table 15 contains the means for students' self-concepts by 
sex and ability group. Means for males and females by ability group 
are 24.6 and 24.8; 28.6 and 30.6; and 27.5 and 30.8 for slow, 
average, and fast classes respectively.
In summary, the findings indicate the teacher is not signifi­
cantly related to students' perception of teacher expectations, but 
is significantly related to students' self-concepts. This relation 
was not expected. In addition, the findings indicate there is an 
inverted rather than a direct relationship between ability grouping 
and female students' perception of teacher expectations. The findings 
also indicate there is a direct relationship between ability grouping 
and GPA. There are a number of insignificant relationships such as 
expectations varying by ability group, by GPA, by self-concept, or 
by teacher, and self-concept varying by ability group.
Discussion
This study has unsuccessfully attempted to support the idea 
that ability grouping practices are a determinant of student-teacher 
interaction. The attempts to specify additional conditions which 
could affect the interaction were generally unsuccessful. There are a
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number of possible explanations.
One possible explanation for the failure is the sample size. 
Perhaps more accurately, there was a problem with the size of the 
population. There were only three White female English teachers at 
Ferguson who taught all three ability groups on the senior level. 
Inclusion of other teachers would of necessity have meant increasing 
the number of variables in the study. Either the sex of the teacher 
or the sex and race of the teacher would have had to be considered. 
Another means of increasing sample size would have been to include 
juniors--yet again there is another variable to consider. An 
additional possible solution would have been to use more than one 
school. Surely if the study were to be replicated, one of these 
additions would have to be made.
Closely related to the problem of sample size, is the 
distribution of Blacks in the sample. Because of the distribution of 
Blacks in the ability grouped classes, comparison of fast and slow 
classes generally was a comparison between White females and Black 
males. Attempts to control for this distribution produced other 
problems in terms of the size and homogeneity of the subcells. 
Selection of a much larger sample would overcome this problem while 
introducing other considerations.
A third possible explanation for the unsuccessful nature of 
the study is the selection of the measuring devices. Schwartz's and 
Tangri's self-concept scale was developed for junior high students. 
Some of the terms such as cool-square and tough-soft are more
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meaningful for boys than for girls. The scale may not have been as 
appropriate for seniors as for younger students. In a related manner, 
the scale used for measuring students' perception of teacher 
expectations proved to be too long and repetitive for some of the 
students. A response set may have occurred since the scale had 
twenty-five questions to which the student was expected to respond.
Another possible explanation for the results involves changes 
in the school. Ferguson underwent integration in the fall of 1971.
The study was conducted in November. How much, if at all, integration 
influenced the relationship between teachers and students is unknown. 
The school had pushed the idea that teachers were to have high 
expectations for their students. For most of the teachers, this 
was the first time they had taught integrated classes. For most of 
the students, this was the first time they had been in an integrated 
school system. What, if anything, integration of the school, coupled 
with segregation of some classrooms due to ability grouping, did to 
students' self-concepts and perception of teacher expectations, or 
to teachersactual expectations for their students is unknown.
The preliminary collection of data last year which indicated 
a relationship between student perception of teacher expectations and 
ability grouping was done on an all White student body. The 
measuring devices may not be valid for Blacks. This could account for 
some of the differences between the results of the preliminary 
investigation and the study this year. The results from this year’s 
study indicate female students' perception of teacher expectations is
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inverted according to ability group. The comparison between slow and 
fast ability groups is also, for the most part, a comparison between 
Black and White.
A fifth explanation for the results involves the significance 
of the teachers to the students. It could be argued'that the 
individual teacher is not significant for her students; thus the 
students reject her expectations for them by labeling them unimpor­
tant. The failure of the expectations scale to account for a' 
significant amount of variance would thus be explained. The diffi­
culty With this line of reasoning is that it overlooks the 
significance of the teacher on student self-concept. Unless the 
results are due to error, there is a significant relationship between 
the teacher and the students' self-concepts. By analyzing the data 
in a manner other than the analysis of variance technique, we can see 
that no one teacher accounted for all of the significance of the 
relationship between teacher and students’ self-concept. Table 16 
(Appendix B) provides a comparison of means for students self-concepts 
by teacher and ability group. Since there does not appear to be a 
consistent pattern, one could raise the question of what race does to 
the findings. The influence of race would be crucial to under­
standing the findings. In a similar manner, by controlling for race, 
the measurement of student perception of teacher expectations perhaps 
would be more meaningful.
Having noted possible explanations for why the study did not 
support the idea that ability grouping practices are a determinant of
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student-teacher interaction, there are several things which the study 
does indicate. First of all, the study is a good introduction to the 
difficulty of accurately measuring the Mead-Cooley hypothesis that 
self-concept arises out of interaction with others. The study points 
out the complexity of the variables one must deal with in attempting 
to measure an interactive relationship. The study also indicates the 
importance of having large sample sizes in order to conduct analysis 
of variance for several variables.
A third indication of this study is that the person who
occupies the position of teacher in the high school is a more 
influential variable than simply the position itself. The structure 
of the ability grouped high school is strongly influenced by the 
individual teachers in that structure. The influence of the teacher 
on the student is more dependent on the personality of the teacher 
than on the role the individual is required to play as a teacher.
This finding would tend to support those studies which see
the teacher as the prime determiner of the effectiveness of ability 
grouping. A note of caution, of course, must be added because of 
the numerous shortcomings of this study.
One final indication from this study is the problem a 
circular theoretical framework presents. The failure to demonstrate 
a relationship between student perception of teacher expectations 
and ability grouping practices weakened the entire argument of the study. 
Even if (and this was not the case), all of the other relationships 
had been found to exist, because of the nature of the reasoning which
derived the hypotheses, the explanation would have been seriously 
weakened. The neat organized explanation represented in Figure 1 
should perhaps serve as a warning that the matter is more complex 
than it may first appear. Perhaps this attempt to explain ability 
grouping as a determinant of student-teacher interaction is a 
closed system of reasoning determined by a sociological perspective.
APPENDIK
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Appendix A 
Ability Grouping
A
Role Behavior of Teachers in 
Ability Grouped Class
individual teacherrace or sex
influence influence
Student Perception of
Teacher Expectations
Self-Concept Grade Point Average
Figure 1 
Model of Study
Black
male
White
Teacher A
Black
female
White
Black
Teacher B
male
White
Black
female
White
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Slow class BMS
Average class BMA
Fast class BMF
Slow class WMS
Average class WMA
Fast class WMF
Slow class BFS
Average class BFA
Fast class BFF
Slow class WFS
Average class WFA
Fast class WFF
Slow class BMS
Average class BMA
Fast class BMF
Slow class WMS
Average class WMA
Fast class WMF
Slow class BFS
Average class BFA
Fast class BFF
Slow class WFS
Average class WFA
Fast class WFF
Black
male
White
Slow class
Average class
Fast class
Slow class
Average class
Fast class
Teacher C
Slow class
Black Average class
Fast class
female
Slow class
White Average class 
Fast class
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BMS
BMA
BMF
WMS
WMA
WMF
BFS
BFA
BFF
WFS
WFA
WFF
Figure 2
Formation of Cells for Analysis of Variance
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Race Teacher A Teacher B Teacher C
Ability group S
Ability group A
Ability group F
M F M F M F
B (7) (7) (4) (9) (10) (7)
W (2) (5) (2) (1) (0)* (1)
B (5) (2) (2) (3) (3) (3)
W (6) (7) (6) (10) (11) (6)
B (0)* (0)* (0)* (2) (1) (2)
W (1) (5) (5) (9) (10) (3)
N = 162
"‘constructed score from averages in other subcells in similar 
categories (0)" = 1.
Independent variables: 
teacher (A,B,C) 
sex (M, F)
ability group (S,A,F) 
race (B, W)
GPA
student perception of teacher expectations 
Dependent variable:
student self-concept
Figure 3
Matrix of Variables in This Study
Slow Average Fast
Students included in study 
Students not included
Figure 4
Distribution of Black and White Students by Ability 
Group for Population and Sample
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Appendix B 
TABLE 1
Frequency Distritution of Ferguson High School Seniors in 
Population by Teacher, Ability Group, Race and Sex
Teacher A Teacher B Teacher C Total
Slow classes
Black males 8 8 12 28
White males 4 2 1 7
Black females 8 9 8 24
White females 6 1 2 8
(Sub-total) 
Average classes
(26) (20) (23) (68)
Black males 5 4 4 13
White males 7 9 14 30
Black females 4 6 3 13
White females 10 10 11 31
(Sub-total) (26) (29) (32) (87)
Fast classes
■ B l a c k  males 0 0 1 1
White males 2 5 10 17
Black females 0 2 3 5
White females 7 12 6 25
(Sub-total) (9) (19) (20) (48)
Total 61 66 75 204
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TABLE 2
Frequency Distribution of Ferguson High School Seniors in the 
Sample by Teacher, Ability Group, Race and Sex
Teacher A Teacher B Teacher C Total
Slow classes
Black males 7
White males 2
Black females 7
White females 5
(Sub-total) (21)
Average classes
Black males 5
White males 6
Black females 2
White females 7
(Sub-total) (20)
Fast classes
Black males 0
White males 1
Black females 0
White females 5
(Sub-total) (6)
Total 47
4 10 21
2 0 4
9 7 23
1 1 7
(16) (18) (55)
2 3 10
7 11 24
3 3 8
10 6 23
(22) (23) (65)
0 1 1
5 10 16
2 2 4
9 3 17
(16) (16) (38)
54 57 158
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TABLE 3
Analysis of Variance of Students’ Self-Concepts by 
Sex, Ability Group, Teacher and Race; and 
First and Second Order Interactions
Source of variation Residual
variation
df Mean square F
Sex 712.19 1 712.19 14.28''
AG (Ability Group) 50.30 2 25.15 0.50
Sex/AG 26.28 2 13.14 0.26
Teach (Teacher) 643.12 2 321.56 6.45*
Sex/Teach -408.30 2 -204.15 -4.09
AG/Teach 117.14 4 29.28 0.59
Sex/AG/Teach 99.75 4 24.93 0.50
BW (Race) 92.48 1 92.48 1.85
Sex/BW 5.46 1 5.46 0.11
AG/BW 119.62 2 59.81 1.20
Sex/AG/BW 73.33 2 36.66 0.74
Teach/BW 76.03 2 38.01 0.76
Sex/Teach/BW 63.63 2 31.81 0.64
AG/Teach/BW 48.40 4 12.10 0.24
Sex/AG/Teach/BW 262.37 4 65.59 1.31
Within (Error) 6384.99 128 49.88
''significant at .01 level 
significant at ,05 level
N = 162
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TABLE 4
Means of Students’ Self-Concepts by Race, 
Sex and Ability Group
Slow Average Fast
(21) (10) (03)
Black males 24.6 26.4 27.0
(05) (24) (16)
White males 24.8 29.4 27.7
(23) (08) (05)
Black females 23.7 29.1 28.0
(07) (23) (17)
White females 26.3 31.1 31.6
N = 162
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TABLE 5
Three-Way Analysis of Students' Self-Concepts by 
Sex, Ability Group and Teacher; and First 
and Second Order Interactions
Source of variation
Residual
variation
df Mean square F
Sex 35.15 1 35.15 0.70
AG (Ability Group) 27.38 2 13.69 0.27
Sex/AG 40.97 2 20.48 0.41
Teach (Teacher) 562.34 2 281.17 5.56'
Sex/Teach 0.19 2 0.09 0.00
AG/Teach 217.91 4 54.47 1.08
Sex/AG/Teach 293.92 4 73.48 1.45
Within (Error) 7176.09 142 50.53
'‘significant at .01 level 
'‘“significant at .05 level
N = 162
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TABLE 6
Three-Way Analysis of Variance of Students' Self-Concepts 
by Sex, Ability Group and Teacher Controlling for
GPA; and First and Second Order Interactions
Source of variation Residual
variation
df Mean square F
Sex 36.12 1 36.12 0.71
AG (Ability Group) 29.54 2 14.77 0.29
Sex /AG 39.42 2 19.71 0.39
Teach (Teacher) 443.12 2 221.56 4.36**
Sex/Teach 0.69 2 0.34 0.01
AG/Teach 179.01 4 44.75 0.88
Sex/AG/Teach 285.78 4 71.44 1.40
Within (Error) 7173.25 141 50.87
'^significant at .01 level N = 162
''"significant at .05 level
TABLE 7
Three-Way Analysis of Variance of Students ’ Self-Concepts by Sex,
Ability Group and Teacher Controlling for GPA and Student
Perception of Teacher Expectations: and First and
Second Order Interactions
Source of variation
Residual
variation df Mean square F
Sex 14.31 1 14.31 0.28
AG (Ability Group) 24.24 2 12.12 0.24
Sex/AG 32.66 2 16.33 0.32
Teach (Teacher) 355.28 2 177.64 3.50**
Sex/Teach 8.96 2 4.48 0.09
AG/Teach 178.99 4 44.74 0.88
Sex/AG/Teach 272.40 ~ •, . 68.10 1.34
Within (Error) 7103.82 140 50.74
“'significant at .01 level N = 162
''^significant at .05 level
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Means of
Slow 
Average 
Fas t
TABLE 8 
Students' Self-Concepts by 
Ability Group
(56)
24.7
(65)
29.6
(41)
29.3
75
Correlation
/ j
TABLE 9
of Students 1 Perception of Teacher Expectations 
to Ability Group and Teacher by Sex
Expectations Ability group Teacher
Male
(79)
Expectations 1.00 -0.146 -0.16
Ability group -0.146 1.00 -0.14
Teacher -0.16 -0.14 1.00
Female
(83)
Expectations 1.00 0.29** -0.09
Ability group 0.29 1.00 -0.05
Teacher -0.09 -0.05 1.00
/vsignificant at .01 level 
"“significant at .05 level
N = 162
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TABLE 11
Correlation of Students' Perception of Teacher 
Expectations to GPA and Students' 
Self-Concepts by Sex
Self-concept Expectations GPA
Male
(79)
Self-concept 1.00 0.17 0.16
Expectations 0.17 1.00 0.16
GPA 0.16 0.16 1.00
Female
(83)
Self-concept 1.00 0.15 0.11
Expectations 0.15 1.00 -0.06
GPA 0.11 -0.06 1.00
''significant at 
'“^significant at
.01
.05
level
level
N = 162
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TABLE 12
Comparison of Means of Students' Perception of Teacher 
Expectations, Self-Concepts and GPA by Sex
Male Female
.  (79)   (83)
Expectations 62.6 62.1
^Self-concepts 26.7 28.2
GPA 2.0 2.2
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TABLE 13
Correlation of Students' GPA 
and Teacher by
to Ability Group 
Sex
GPA Ability group Teacher
Male
(79)
GPA 1.0 0.77* -0.18
Ab i1i ty group 0.77 1.00 -0.14
Teacher -0.18 -0.14 1.00
Fema1e
(83)
GPA 1.00 0.75* 0.12
Ability group 0.75 1.00 -0.05
Teacher 0.02 -0.05 1.00
''significant at .01 level 
'‘'‘significant at .05 level
N = 162
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TABLE 14
Comparisons of Means of. Students' GPA by Ability
i
Group and Sex
Male Female
(26) (30)
Slow 1.29 1.50
(34) (31)
Average 1.96 2.14
(19) (22)
Fast • 2.96 2.79
N = 162
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TABLE 15
Means of Students1 Self-Concepts by Sex and 
Ability Group
Male Female
(26) (30)
Slow 24.6 24.8
(34) (31)
Average 28.6 30.6
(19) (22)
Fast • 27.5 30.8
N = 162
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TABLE 16
Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations of Students1 
Self-Concepts by Teacher and Ability Group Using a 
t-Test for Analysis of Data
Teacher A Teacher B Teacher C
S low a .
(21)
24.7 M 
5.2 SD
(16)
b. 21.8 
6.2
c.
(19)
26.6
7.9
Average d.
(20)
28.8
7.2
(22)
e. 28.8 
4.6
f .
(23)
29.0
8.5
Fast g*
(08)
27.6
9.8
(17) 
h. 28.7 _  
7.7
i.
(16)
28.9 
6.9
N = 162
Comparison df t-score (absolute)
ad 42 2.06**
ag 26 0.70
dg 26 0.28
be 36 3.61*
bh 32 2.80*
eh 39 0.47
cf 42 0.93
ci 33 0.89
fi 38 0.03
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ab 34 1.43
ac 38 0.86
cb 32 1.92
de 41 0.00
df 43 0.08
ef 44 0.10
gh 24 0.02
gi 22 0.30
hi 33 0.08
''significant at .01 level 
““significant at .05 level
84
Appendix C
List of Measuring Devices and Criteria for 
Ability Grouping
What Do High School Students Think 
of Their Teachers
(A public opinion poll conducted by the College of William and Mary)
NAME period
You are to check the item which comes closest to how you feel about 
each statement. The only people who will see your answers are the 
college poll takers who will add up your answers. Base you answers 
on your feelings toward this teacher, not all of your teachers.
Example:  f. Do you think your teacher expects you to regularly
read your homework assignments?
1 If you think your teacher always expects you to read 
your assignments.
6 If you think your teacher never expects you to read 
your assignments.
1) always; 2) usually; 3) sometimes; 4) once in awhile; 5) rarely;
6) never.
A ____ Do you think your teacher cares how hard you try to get good
grades ?
B ____ Do you think your teacher wants you to get good grades?
C ____ Do you think your teacher expects that you will get good grades?
Does your teacher say your grades could be better?
Does your teacher tell you that you need to try harder to get
good grades?
Does your teacher care how hard you try to get your homework 
done right?
Does your teacher want you to get your homework done right?
Does your teacher really not care whether or not you do your
homework?
Does your teacher say your homework could be done better?
Do you think your teacher expects that you will do your homework? 
Does your teacher tell you that you could get better grades if 
you did your homework?
Do you think your teacher cares how hard you try to improve your 
reading and spelling?
Do you think your teacher wants you to improve your reading and 
spelling?
Does your teacher expect you to improve your reading and 
spelling?
Does your teacher really not care if you can read or spell 
correctly?
Does your teacher tell you that your reading and spelling could 
be much better?
Does your teacher tell you that you need to try harder to improve 
your spelling and reading?
Do you think your teacher cares how hard you work in class?
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S ___  Do you think your teacher wants you to work hard in class?
T ___  Do you think your teacher expects you to work hard in class?
U ___  Does your teacher tell you that you need to improve your work
in class?
V ___ Does your teacher really not care about your work in class?
W ___  Does your teacher tell you that you need to try harder to improve
your work in school?
X ___  Does your teacher feel that your progress in school is important
to her?
Y ___  Does your teacher really not care how well you do in school?
Note: The range of scores for expections is from 7 to 70 with the
lowest numerical score representing "high" self-concept and the 
highest numerical score representing MlowM expectations. The 
scores on items five and six were inverted.
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Please check how you feel about the following characteristics of 
yourself as a student in this class. This information will only be 
used by the College of William and Mary and will not be given to your 
teacher.
I a m :
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Good
Useful
Superior
Smart
Square
Tough
Selfish
Friendly
Kind
Important
Bad
Useless
Inferior
Stupid
Cool
Soft
Unselfish
Unfriendly
Cruel
Unimportant
Anything you might want to add:
Please follow the same procedure:
This teacher thinks I am:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Good ___  ___ _____________ ___  ___ ___  Bad
Useful ___  ___  _________ ______  ___ ___ Useless
Superior ___  ___ ___  ___  ___ ______ ______  Inferior
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Stupid
Cool
Soft
Unselfish
Unfriendly-
Cruel
Unimportant
Please do not talk about this public opinion poll until we finish 
getting other students' opinions.
Note: The range of scores for expectations is from 25 to 150, with
the lowest numerical score representing "high" expectations and 
the highest numerical score representing "low" expectations.
The scores on items H, 0, V, and Y were inverted.
Smart ___ ___ ___ __
Square_____ ___ ___  ___ __
Tough ___ ___  ___ __
Selfish  __  ___  ___ __
Friendly ___  ___ ___  __
Kind ___ ___  ___  __
Important ___ ___ ___  __
Anything you might want to add:
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Enrollment of New High School Students 
General information
1. A leaflet showing the required subjects and elective 
subjects is enclosed for the teachers' information. Teachers will 
please distribute these leaflets to the students so that the parents 
will be able to help in selecting the students' program for 1969-70.
2. Students will be grouped into three groups: X, no
label, Y for the 1969-70 school year.
Suggested criteria for grouping
Above average group -- "X":
(a) IQ 120.
(b) Iowa silent reading test--two grades above grade 
level at time given on comprehension, vocabulary and paragraph 
comprehension.
(c) Achievement test scores, above grade level or 80
per cent.
(d) Current academic achievement.
(e) Teacher recommendation.
Average group--no label:
(a) IQ 95-119.
(b) Iowa silent reading test--grade level at time
given.
(c) Achievement test scores, grade level.
(d) Current academic achievement.
(e) Teacher recommendation.
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Below average group--"Y":
(a) IQ 80-94.
(b) Iowa silent reading test--below grade level.
(c) Achievement test scores, below grade level.
(d) Current academic achievement.
(e) Teacher recommendation.
3. Each child will be grouped for each basic subject 
area: English, Math, Science, History. Example: A student in
Group "X" for Math may be in average group (no label) for English.
4. Student recommended for a foreign language should be 
a very capable student in all subjects, especially in English.
5. Students recommended for Advanced Math (IX, 2X) should 
be above average in General Math.
6. Students recommended for Advanced Science should have 
above average grades in Elementary Science.
7. Students should not be enrolled for more than two 
advanced courses.
8. Each student will register for the five required 
courses plus one elective.
9. Due to the adjustment problem encountered by students
\
entering high school, it is suggested that teachers be very careful 
in their grouping recommendations.
(a) Few students should be recommended for above 
average group "X".
(b) The large majority should be recommended for
average group (no label).
(c) A fair number should be recommended for below 
average group "YM.
10. Elective subjects are not grouped.
11. Someone from Ferguson High School will meet with the 
seventh grade teachers if there are questions.
12. The homeroom teacher will complete the tally sheet 
for her homeroom.
13. The tally sheet and the cumulative records for each 
homeroom should be sent to Ferguson High School on or before _________
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